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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including 
the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final 
rejection. Since this application is eligible for continued examination under 
37 CFR 1 .1 14, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely 
paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant 
to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 7/24/07 has been 
entered. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments, see remarks, filed 7/24/07, with respect to the 
rejection(s) of claim(s) 1-23 under 35 USC 103 have been fully considered 
and are persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. 
However, upon further consideration, a new ground(s) of rejection is made 
in view of Lakritz (US 6,526,426) in view of Lissauer (US 6,466,900) and 
further in view of Greco et al. (6,804,705). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the 
basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-5, 7, 10, 11; 17-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Lakritz (US 6,526,426) in view of Lissauer (US 
6,466,900). 

As per claim 10, 1, 17, and 18, Greco teaches a method for 
submitting a document for translation services, comprising the steps of: 

receiving edits on a word processor for a pre-translated document 
non-HTML docmument (CAIines 6-12-his Microsoft Word-document, C.4 
lines 59, 60), wherein the edits include at least one member of a group 
comprising the addition of text, formatting, and a non-text entry to the pre- 
translated document (ibid, his document creation and image); 

receiving a request on the word processor application to translate the 
pre-translated document from a first language to a second language (Fig. 
5B-his translate menu option); 

receiving a list of translation services for translating a document from 
a first language to a second languages (Fig. 4 item 430, C.9 lines 19-25-his 
menu options, C.8 lines 1-5-his menu) 
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selecting a translation service from a list of services for translating the 
pre-translated document from the first language to the second language 
(Fig. 4 item 430, C.9 lines 19-25); 

requesting an identification for the selected translation service (ibid- 
his secure location of a translation service, inherently required an 
identification for the selected service); 

saving the pre-translated document, including the non-text entry from 
the pre-translated document, to a temporary storage medium (C.9 lines 1- 
5); 

creating a saved document from the pre-translated document in a 
format for submitting to the selected translation service (ibid-his electronic 
provided document to the service provider-requiring a saved version for 
electronic submission of a document from Word to a translation service), 
launching an instance of a web browser from the word processor; and 
submitting the saved document, through the web browser, to the selected 
translation service via the identification for the selected translation service. 

receiving the translated document from the selected translation 
service (C.9 lines 23-26); and displaying the translated document (C.9 lines 
23-26, Fig. 2 item 270-his output/display). 
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Greco lacks the saved document including the formatting and 
including a path to the non-text entry saved in the temporary storage 
medium, instead of the saved document including the non-text entry; 

However, Lissauer teaches the lacking elements, saving 
path... instead..., (CAIines 15-29-"it only stores the path ..."). Therefore, at 
the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to modify Greco's 
stored document by storing only the paths to non-text entry (entries). The 
motivation for doing so would have been to save memory space. 

The combination of Greco and Lissauer does not teach saving the 
pre-translated document as an HTML document, sending the HTML 
document... translation service, receiving a translated HTML document..., 
displaying the translated HTML document. However, the Examiner takes 
official notice that having HTML as a method for marking a language for 
transmission over the Internet was well known at the time of the invention 
(Microsoft Word 2000 contains "Save As HTML" option). Bourbonnais 
teaches translation services requiring HTML formatting of document for 
translation (C.7 lines 15-30-his supported formats for translation as HTML). 
Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one 
ordinarily skilled in the art to modify the combination of Greco and Lissauer 
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with Bourbannais' requested HTML format having a saved document as a 
HTML formatted document for translation and presentation/display to the 
user, providing the benefit of a known format for electronic online document 
transmission for translation and reception by an interface/browser. 

As per claim 2, Greco teaches the method of Claim 1, further 
comprising the steps of: at the selected translation service, creating a 
translated document by translating the saved document from the first 
language to the second language (C.9 lines 23-26); receiving the translated 
document from the selected translation service (C.9 lines 23-26); and 
displaying the translated document (C.9 lines 23-26, Fig. 2 item 270-his 
output/display). 

As per claims 11,3 and 19, Greco, Lissauer and Bourbonnais make 
obvious dependent claims 10 and 1. Greco and Lissauer lacks teaching 
explicitly the step of displaying the translated HTML document further 
comprises the steps of: 

using the path to the non-text entry (entries) saved in the translated 
HTML document to call the non-text entry (entries); and 

displaying the translated HTML document with the non-text entry 
(entries) and the formatting of the pre-translated document 
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However, Borbonnais teaches using the path to the entries saved in 
the translated HTML document to call the non-text entry (entries); and 
displaying the translated HTML document with the non-text entry (entries) 
and the formatting of the pre-translated document (C.7 lines 22-30-inherent 
to his preserving the original format for return and display to the 
user).Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to 
one ordinarily skilled in the art to modify the combination of Greco with 
Lissauer's non-text entry paths, with Borbonnais preservation of original 
formatting for translation, thus providing presentation of translated text and 
non-text entries to the user in the original format. 

As per claims 4 and 20, Greco, Lissauer and Bourbonnais make 
obvious dependent claim 1 , and Greco further teaches wherein the step of 
submitting the saved document to the selected translation service, further 
comprises: 

sending the saved document to the selected translation service at a 
remote translation server via a distributed computing environment (Fig. 1 
item 120-his server, and selected translation service-see claim 1). 

As per claim 5, Greco, Lissauer and Bourbonnais make obvious 
dependent claim 1, and Greco further discloses: 
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prior to the step of selecting a translation service from the list of 
translation services, further comprising the step of: 

receiving a list of translation services (see claim 1, selection... list of 
services inherently requires receiving a list prior to...); and maintaining the 
list of translation services in a system registry (see claim 1 -his menu of 
services as the registry). 

As per claim 7, Greco, Lissauer and Bourbonnais make obvious 
dependent claim 1 , and the combination further discloses wherein the step 
of creating a saved document, further comprises the step of: 

The combination of Greco and Lissauer does not teach saving the 

t 

pre-translated document in HTML format, including HTML tags defining the 
formatting of the pre-translated document (ibid) and HTML tags pointing to 
the non-text entry saved in the temporary storage medium 

However, the Examiner takes official notice that saving a document in 
HTML format was well known at the time of the invention (Microsoft Word 
2000 contains "Save As HTML" option) and having HTML as a method for 
marking a language for transmission over the Internet was well known at 
the time of the invention. Bourbonnais teaches translation services 
requiring HTML formatting of document for translation (C.7 lines 15-30-his 
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supported formats for translation as HTML, and HTML tags). Therefore, at 
the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one ordinarily 
skilled in the art to modify the combination of Greco's translation service 
and Lissauer's tag and pointing with Bourbannais' requested HTML format 
having a saved document as a HTML formatted document for translation 
and presentation/display to the user, providing the benefit of a known 
format for electronic online document transmission for translation and 
reception by an interface/browser. 

5. Claims 6, 8, 9, 12, 13, 21, and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Greco in view of Lissauer and further in 
view of Bourbonnais, as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of 
Hypertext transfer protocol (HTTP, HTTP-1 .0, 1996). 

As per claims 6 and 21, Greco, Lissauer and Bourbonnais make 
obvious dependent claim 1 , and the above combination lack explicitly 
teaching wherein the step of requesting an identification for the selected 
translation service includes the steps of: 

requesting a uniform resource locator (URL) for the selected 
translation service, including sending an HTTP GET request for the URL. 
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However, HTTP teaches requesting a uniform resource locator (URL) 
for the service, including sending an HTTP GET request for the URL 

(his HTTP GET request for URL, being standard for requesting a 
universal resource for a service provided online, section 8-see HTTP GET 
discussion-Section 1-his WWW discussion). 

Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to 
one ordinarily skilled in the art to modify the combination of Greco, Lissauer 
and Bourbonnais online translation service request with an HTTP GET 
request for a URL providing the service, with a motivation of using a well 
known protocol for producing desired information from an online source. 

As per claims 8 and 22, Greco, Lissauer and Bourbonnais make 
obvious dependent claim 1. The above combination lacks explicitly 
teaching wherein the step of submitting the saved document to the selected 
translation service, further comprises the step of: 

sending to the selected translation service an HTTP POST request 
containing parameters associated with the translation service and 
containing the saved document. 

However, HTTP teaches sending to a service an HTTP POST 
request containing parameters associated with a service (section 8-his 
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HTTP POST-providing a block of data to a data handling process). 
Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one 
ordinarily skilled in the art to modify the combination of Greco, Lissauer and 
Bourbonnais online translation service request with an HTTP POST 
request to a translation service, with a motivation of using a well known 
protocol for transmitting desired information to an online source. 

As per claims 9 and 23, Greco, Lissauer and Bourbonnais make 
obvious dependent claim 8. The above combination lacks explicitly 
teaching wherein the step of sending to the selected translation service an 
HTTP POST request, further comprises the step of: 

sending the HTTP POST request via an Internet browser across a 
distributed computing environment whereby the selected translation service 
is resident in a remote translation server. 

However, HTTP POST teaches sending the HTTP POST request 
(ibid) via an Internet browser (Fig. 1 item-his client device and server, see 
claim 1 for online translation service, C.4 lines 25-35) across a distributed 
computing environment whereby the selected translation service is resident 
in a remote translation server (ibid of claim 4 above, wherein the translation 
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resources which performs the translation interpreted as the translation 
server, is remote). 

As per claim 12, Greco teaches a method of communicating between 
a client process and a server process in a distributed processing system for 
providing remote processing, comprising the steps of: 

issuing from a word processor (see claim 1 ), by the client process 

/ 

(see claim 1 ), a request call having a plurality of call parameters, 
comprising a translation service identifier (see claim 1), a "from" language 
identifier and a "to" language identifier (see claim 1-his translation to a 
language) 

receiving at the word processor, by a first server process, the 
parameters (ibid, his translation service provider, to and from language), 

issuing from the word processor (see claim 1 -wherein the processes 
are issued from the word processor, his Microsoft Word for example), by 
the first server process, 

launching from the word processor an instance of a web browser (see 
claim 1) 

but lacks explicitly issuing, by the client process, an HTTP GET 
request call having a plurality of call parameters, comprising a translation 
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service identifier, receiving at the word processor, by a first server process, 
the HTTP GET request call and parsing the call to retrieve the parameters, 
and HTTP GET request acknowledgement having a uniform resource 
locator (URL) of a second server process. 
Greco further lacks explicitly teaching 

However HTTP teaches an HTTP GET request... (see claim 6). 
Therefore it would've been obvious to modify Greco with HTTP, providing 
the benefit of utilizing a standard protocol for retrieving the necessary 
parameters, and URL for a translator, for translating a word-processed 
document by an online translation service provider, via the Internet. 

Greco and HTTP lack explicitly teaching saving a pre-translated 
document including non-text entries and formatting as an HTML formatted 
document, the HTML formatted document including tags for the formatting 
of the pre-translated document and tags linking the HTML formatted 
document to non-text entries in the pre-translated document, instead of the 
HTML formatted document including the non-text entries; 

However, Lissauer teaches the lacking elements, saving... instead of 
the document including the non-text entries. (CAIines 15-29-"it only stores 
the path ..."). Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been 
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obvious to modify the combination of HTTP with Greco stored document by 
storing only the paths to non-text entries. The motivation for doing so would 
have been to save memory space. 

The combination of Greco and Lissauer and HTTP does not teach 
saving the pre-translated document as an HTML document. However, the 
Examiner takes official notice that having HTML as a method for marking a 
language for transmission over the Internet was well known at the time of 
the invention (Microsoft Word 2000 contains "Save As HTML" option). 
Bourbonnais teaches translation services requiring HTML formatting of 
document for translation (C.7 lines 15-30-his supported formats for 
translation as HTML). Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have 
been obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art to modify the combination of 
HTTP with Greco and Lissauer with Bourbannais' requested HTML format 
having a saved document as a HTML formatted document for translation 
and presentation/display to the user, providing the benefit of a known 
format for electronic online document transmission for translation and 
reception by an interface/browser. 

Greco and Lissauer and Bourbonnais together lack an HTTP POST 
request call having a plurality of call parameters comprising a remote 
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service provider identifier, a user interface language identifier, a processing 
service identifier, and further comprising a data body including the HTML 
formatted document requiring remote processing, the HTML formatted 
document requiring processing according to the processing service 
identifier. 

However, HTTP teaches an HTTP POST request having a plurality of 
call parameters. Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been 
obvious to one ordinarily skilled in the art to modify the combination of 
Lissauer with Greco's request for online translation with HTTP, providing 
the benefit of having a well known protocol for posting or providing a block 
of data (in HTML as required, see claim 10, and necessary parameters for 
language translation to a translation service, i.e. parameters, including 
language, service, and data for translation-see claim 10) to an online 
translation service. 

As per claim 13, Greco, HTTP, and Lissauer make obvious the 
method of claim 12, and Greco further discloses wherein: 

the remote processing service provider identifier includes a 
translation service identifier (C.9 lines 19-25-his translation from a 
language to another inherently requires an service identifier) ; 
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the processing service identifier includes a "from" language identifier 
and a "to" language identifier (ibid); and 

a document translated from the "from" language to the "to" language 

(ibid). 

Greco, HTTP, Lissauer lacks explicitly teaching the processed HTML 
document includes the HTML formatted document translated from the 
"from" language to the "to" language. 

However, Bourbonnais teaches a processed HTML document 
including the HTML formatted document translated from the "from" 
language to the "to" language (C.7 line 23-30-HTML formatted document 
from one language to another, inherently requiring a from and to language). 
Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to 
modify the combination of Greco, HTTP, and Lissauer with Bourbonnais' 
HTML processed document, providing the benefit of having an HTML 
processed and translated document. 

6. Claims 14-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Greco in view of Lissauer and further in view of 
Bourbonnais, in view of Hypertext transfer protocol (HTTP, HTTP-1 .0, 
1 996), and further in View of Reisman (US 7,062,561 ). 
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As per claim 14, claim 14 sets forth similar limitations to claims 10 
and 12 and is this rejected for the same reasons and under the same 
rationale as discussed below, Greco, Lissauer and Bourbonnais make 
obvious a system for submitting an originally-formatted document to a 
remote translation service, comprising: 

to save as HTML an original non-HTML document requiring 
translation from a first language to a second language, such that non-text 
entries and formatting of the original document are saved to a temporary 
storage medium (see claims 10 or 12), and such that the saved document 
includes paths to the non-text entries and formatting of the original 
document saved to the temporary storage medium (see claims 10 or 12); 

to launch an instance of an Internet browser module (see claims 10 
or 12): 

an Internet browser module operative (see claim 10 or 12), 

to receive the saved document from the word processing module 

(see claims 10 or 12); 

to send the saved document to a remote translation server via a 

distributed computing environment (see claim 12); 
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to receive a translation of the saved document from the remote 
translation server (see claim 10 or 12); 

to display the translation of the saved document, including a display 
of the non-text entries and formatting from the original document in the 
translation of the saved document (see claims 10 or 12) ; and 

the remote translation server operative, 

to receive from the Internet browser module the saved document (see 
claim 10) 

to translate the saved document (see claim 10); and 
to return the translation of the saved document to the Internet browser 
module (see claim 10), 

the above combination lacks teaching a word processing module 
operative to request from a redirection server a URL of a translation server; 
> to receive from the redirection server the URL; 

However, Reisman teaches a word processing module operative to 
request from a redirection server a URL of a server (C.6.lines 35-40, 
abstract); 

to receive from the redirection server the URL (ibid). Therefore, at the 
time of the invention, it would have been obvious to modify the combination 
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of Greco, Lissaur, HTTP, and Bourbonnais with Reisman's redirection 
server, providing the benefit of a server that upon entry by the user that 
provides a URL that can accommodate the specific interest of the user (see 
Reisman abstract, i.e. translation server/url). 

As per claim 15, Greco, Lissaur, HTTP, and Bourbonnais with 
Reisman's make obvious claim 14, 

Greco, Lissaur, HTTP, and Bourbonnais lack teaching wherein: the 
redirection server is operative, 

to receive service and language parameters from the word 
processing module; and 

to return the identification of the remote translation server to the word 
processing module. 

However, Reisman teaches a receive parameters and to return the 
identification of the remote server (see claim 14). Therefore, at the time of 
the invention, it would have been obvious to modify the combination of 
Greco, Lissaur, HTTP, and Bourbonnais with Reisman's redirection server, 
providing the benefit of a server utilizes entry parameters necessary for 
online translation, and provides identification of a related server (translation 
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server), thus providing a URL that can accommodate the specific interest of 
the user (see Reisman abstract, i.e. translation server/url). 

As per claims 16, Greco, Lissaur, HTTP, and Bourbonnais with 
Reisman's claim 14, and Greco further teaches the word processing 
module is further operative 

to retrieve a list of translation services from an operating system 
registry (see claim 1 ); and 

to display the list of translation services (see claim 1). 

Conclusion 

7. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered 
pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 

Pan et al. (US 7,058,626) teaches a redirection server that can 
redirect directly to an appropriate translation engine. 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications 
from the examiner should be directed to Lamont M. Spooner whose 
telephone number is 571/272-7613. The examiner can normally be 
reached on 8:00 AM - 5:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Patrick Edouard can be reached on 571/272-7603. 
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The fax phone number for the organization where this application or 
proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained 
from the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status 
information for published applications may be obtained from either Private 
PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is 
available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on 
access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center 
(EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272- 
1000. 
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